500           FEDERALISM IN  CENTRAL  AND  EASTERN EUROPE
In so far as a regional majority has to be oppressed, as in colonies,1 the system is not federalist at all, whatever the relations between its leading partners and whatever their internal regime.
From this point of view we have to approach the question
whether federation, besides presupposing a certain similarity in
the internal regimes of the constituent parts,2 is also subject to
certain limitations as regards the character of those regimes.
The difference between monarchies or republics, which formerly
was strongly emphasised, can to-day be regarded as secondary,
although the propensity of some monarchies to the recognition
of etiquette and prestige may further the progress of the centralis-
ation needed in any federation on rather hegemonic lines,3 as
happened in the German Empire.   But the constituent units of
the German Empire represented a type of monarchy intermediate
between parliamentary monarchy and military-autocratic dicta-
torship, and tius forma mixta is unlikely to Be found in our times.4
The purely parliamentary monarchy of the Belgian, Dutch or
Norwegian kind 5 must, hardly be expected to react to political
situations in ways very different from those of a parliamentary
republic, while the outspokerj military-monarchic dictatorships
of the  South-East  European  type  would  present  militarist-
nationalist rather than purely monarchic obstacles to federation.
The really important alternative in our times is very often
formulated as that between the liberal state, in the nineteenth-
century conception, and what is called " dictatorship ".    The
latter description is rather wide.    If it is identified with lawless-
ness, or with what is perhaps another expression for the same thing,
1 See Schwarzenberger, op. cit.> pp. 416 and 424-6, and the contributions by Keeton and Schwarzenberger to Channing-Pearce, op, tit*   For the attitude criticised see Streit, op. cit., pp. 249-51.    Coudenhove, with the same attitude, may here be left out, as not claiming to desire the establishment of a democratic federation, and honestly declaring that he regards coloured people on rather Hitlerite lines.   See above, p. 451.
2 See above, pp. 471 ff.
8 Cf. Schwarzenberger, op. cit. (1941), p. 415, and the literature there given. Mill, op. cit., p. 303, still considered federation between monarchies possible only in the case of personal union, i.e. if the problem mentioned does not arise at all.
* Apart from some Balkan regimes, with little chance of survival, moderate Japanese circles may cherish such prospects in the event of an Allied victory without subsequent revolution.
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160-1) remark that in his Utopia the British could retain their King, and^the Russians their Soviet, misses the point. Maybe they could be allowed to retain, even under the U.S.A. constitution, some traditional symbols of autonomy of their own. 'j&What they could not retain would be their individual positions among the great shaping forces of modern history.